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the slavery question.
The bill to establish the 'territorial government of Oi

iron being under consideration.
.Mr. BOWPON said:
Mr. SManna 1 am aware of the influence which t

feel inns exorcise over the judgment, and therefore St
that all elliirts to arrest the course of a majority of tf
House will prove unavailing. Hut impending defeat do
not always enjoin silence, or justify a tame submission
the exactions of power. A blow Fas been aimed at t

rights end honor of the south, which it is the duty of h
representatives to expose and resist. We are now e

traged ui a foreign war; our armies are in the held ; an

Instead of devising the ways and means of replenish!)
an exhausted treasury, we are engaged in a heated di
cu.hsioii Of the ipiestion of slavery, which seems strange
to link itself, at this time, with almost every subject
legislation. Discord reigns where union and harmoi
should prevail. Si'/int has produced this deplorable sty
id things' U ho are responsible for it.' These emplial
questions have been asked by the patiiotic througho
the land, and deserve a candid reply. The record ol o

proceedings furnishes the answer, and proclaims, in
fearful voice, that responsibility lies not at the door of tl
south.
Near the close of the last session of Congress, whil

the shouts which followed the glorious victories on tl
liio Grande were yet ringing in the ears of the nation, tl
gentleman from Pennsylvania [Mr. Wilmot] ottered
proviso to the two million loan bill, prohibiting the exte
sum of slavery to any territory which might he acquiri
from Mexico The majority here sustained him. At tl
beginning of this session it was hoped that better counse
would prevail; but we were doomed to sad disapjioiii
inent At an early dav, a gentleman from New Vol
[Mr. Pkkston Kino] offered a hill embodying the printpie of the Wilmot proviso, and proposing to enact a so

emit law in reference to the government of territoi
which we have not, and never may acquire.
The second section of this extraordinary hill enact.'
That in any territory which may he necure<1 to the Un

teil States from Mexico, slavery anil involuntary serv

tilde shall forever be prohibited." The principle here s

forth has been-sustained by speeches of various gent]
men from the north. They denounce slavery as a horr
hie evil.a dark «i>ot on the national escutcheon.ai
proclaim it to he the right and duty of the federal goveri
inent to prevent its lurther diffusion. Under these ci
cumstunces the Oregon hill is brought forward, contaii
nig a provision prohibiting forever the introduction
slavery into that Territory. In a spirit of jwtriotic coi

cession, a gentleman from South Carolina [Mr. Bra
ottered an amendment, adding to that provision the fu
lowing words:
"Inasmuch as the whole of lhat Territory ['Oregon'] li

north of thirty-six degree; and tliiily minutes north lat tud
known as the line of the Missouri compromise."
This amendment was rejected, the north alleging th

the Missouri compromise only embraced territory ea
of the Rocky mountains, and that they are unwilling
extend that line of compromise to the Pacific. In all tl
haughtiness of conscious power, our opponents appe
from the spirit of the Missouri compromise to the aliegi
principles of the constitution, and boldly announce the
h\ed determination to exert the whole force of the go'
eminent to prevent the further diffusion of slavery. Fro
this statement of facts, vouched by the journal of 01

proceedings, who has drugged into this hall the vexi

question of slavery? H Ao are the authors of the il
starred agitation, which lias so much disturbed our d
liberations? In every stage of the history of this pn
ceeding, [he north'has tendered the issue, whilst tl
south has reluctantly occupied the position of a defendar
Let this important fact be announced here, and proclair
ed throughout the Union.

I shall now proceed, Mr. Speaker, to discuss the que
tion at issue, in that spirit ot calmness which its ove

whelming importance so imperiously demands. Wit nit
amuse; denunciation may excite ; but argument alone
worthy of a great subject, involving the proper constni
tion of the constitution, and seriously affecting the inte
ests of a large portion of this Confederacy. The spit
" high led to the Missouri compromise lias departed.
that measure of concession to the peace anil harmony
the Union, the north now linds nothing to commend. Yl
motto is, "We have the power, and we will use it." Tl
south is thus driven to take her position behind the ii
trenchments of the constitution, which I trust may proi
a stronger harrier to the spirit of encroachment than ai

compromise which may be disregarded by the same 111;

jority which makes it.
Let us now examine the obnoxious feature of the Or;

gon bill,and ascertain how far it accords with the prii
ciples of the constitution, and the just rights of the pe<
l'1''
The 12th section provides.
"That the inhabitants of said territory shall be entitled

enjoy all and singular the rights, privileges, and adrautagi
granted and secured to the people of the territory of til
United State* northwest of the river Ohio, by the urtieles
compart contained in the ordinance for the government
said territory, on the thirteenth day of .Inly, seventeen Inn
died and eighty-seven ; and shall be subject to all the cond
tinnt, and restrictions, and prohibition, in said articles
compact imposed upon the people of said territory."
What "iconditions, restrictions, and prohibitions," ai

imposed by the article of compact, contained in the o
dinance of 17»7 ? The following extracts therefrom crt
body the principle which we are about to incorporate
the Oregon bill,and make "unalterable," to wit:

"it j hereby ordained and declared that the following n
ticlas shall be considered as articles of compact betwee
the original States and the people and Stales in the Mai
territory, [northwest of the Ohio river,] uud forever remai
unalterable, unless by common consent, to witi"
"Art. 6. There shall be neither slavery nor involuntar

servitude in said territory, otherwise than in the pin
ishmenl of crimes whereof the party shall have been dul
esnvicted."

.Such is the anti-slavery feature of this bill, sustain®
by the majority under the pretext of constitutional powe
without reference to the principle of concession. Tf
adaptation of the soil and climate of Oregon to slave li
bor, and the precedent furnished by the Missouri conr

promise, can now have no influence upon our course. W
are forced to vote, upon an isolated proposition, involvin
iu<* j/uwcr ui mr ii'jcrm ^overiiineni over mc nuuicxi *

slaver)'. We are now about to establish a precedent t
embarrass us hereafter, and aid our opponents in the
wild crusade arainst southern institutions, carried on tit
tier the mask of philanthropy, but really instigated by tli
double forces of ugrarianistn and a lust of dominion.
the object be not to commit the government on the que?
tion ot jurisdiction, Wky was the amendment tillered h
the gentleman from South Carolina [Mr. Bcrt] reject

bya geographical vote' if'Ay has slavery been denoti<
ced as a dark current, rolling over the continent and wi'd
ering everything sacred ill its march H7ty has the dt
trine been boldly announced that the California* and Ne>
Mexico must be added to the Union, with a perpetu;
prohibition as to slavery, to surround the south with "

cordon of f ee States r" If f am not deluded in the sigt
of the limes, the future action of this government wi
give to these questions an emphatic and fearful rt

sponse.
I am aware, sir, that gentlemen will vote for this hi

who neither desire nor anticipate any evil results. But
must be recollected that the silent motives and collator;
considerations, which influence the notion of member
will soon be forgotten ; whilst the law we are about to ci
act will remain forever on the statute book, to meet
like an apparition in every future trial of strength. I'rt
cedent has already, to some extent, stqierseded toe const
ration, and T am unwilling further to disfigure our lege
lation by adding to the number of past errors. Kven
Hum debate tnc anion or ine oiu i ongress, untier me nri
ties of confederation, has fieen unbliishingly appealed t,
in support of the monstrous heresies which mark the <li
generacy of the times..

In opposition to the sentiments thus promulgated,
assume, and will endeavor to maintain, hy reason ai

authority, the following positions:
1st. 'ilia! new States should he admitted into tli

Union, without reference to the evistence of slave
therein; and to require its abolition, as a condition prec
dent to such admission, would he a |inlp;ihle usurpation

2d. That to accomplish in advance the mime eml, I
preventing slaveholders from removing to the Territori
with their property, is in derogation of the equal righ
secured to citizens of this republic, and contrary to tl
true intent, meaning, and spirit, of the constitution.
The lirst proposition is susceptible of an easy demo

stmtion; and tne second, if less palpable, is equally tru
and follows as a corollary from the lirst.

In the investigation of these proisisitions, I utterly di
card the idea thrown out in this debate, that the feiler
government [Kissessos any original and undelegated poi
ers. The Union is a confederation of States, in contr
distinction to an association of individuals Its jmwf
are carved out of the States, and limited by the c\t«>
of the grants of the constitution. In the conventii
which framed thnt instrument, the States were several
epre*ent«d they voted on all its provisions as State
and it was li nail y ratified by the people of the States, ai

iiig in separate and sovereign capacities.

But it ik not a little remarkable, that those who claim
. for the government jurisdiction over the subject of slavery,have ever been disposed to reverse this reasoning,

and thereby magnify the central power at the expense of
Jn the States. In this spirit, Mr Cushman, of MassachuIsetts, in a speech on the "Missouri question," in IS'.ij,
*- held the following language, which I commend to the

special consideration ot those who "follow in his footsteps
he "The safely of our republic, the integrity of the Union,
nr the quietude and harmony ot the people, imperiously de-
(|> mum! ituit the proud aspiring Slate- should l>e taught to

^ know their distance, to lower their lolly crests, to revolve iu
their humble orlis around the national government, the sun

' of the system, and lose their dazzling radinuee iu tile ,-uperiorsplendor of Ins beams."
er This high-toned federalism is broad enough to alliird
"" the restriction tsts a shelter, and "to this complexion must

thev come" to accomplish their designs,ll!= The relation of tfie States and general governmenti4" must he reversed history must be forgotten ; the record-
z. ed opinions of the fathers and builders of our system must

be obliterated, to give currency to the new edition of this
jy exploded heresy Mr. Madison, in commending the con'stitution to public favor, thus speaks of its provisions

"Tim plan of tint convention declares that the power ot
Congress, or, in oilier words, of the national legislature,

"r shall extend to certain enumerated eases. This pecilicaation of particulars evidently excludes all preteu ion to u genieerul legislative authority, because an ntllriiiutive grant of
special powers would lie absurd, as Weil as uscIok.-, it a

1st general authority was intended.'*.Federalist, A'o. 83.
ie Such, Mr. Sjieaker, wtts the opinion of a statesman
le justly styled "the father of the constitution and such
a was the construction adopted and adhered to by the reii-publicans of the old school. It is also a familiar portion

?d of our political history, that the federalists attempted to
re attain, by construction, what the convention had refused
Is to grant lit terms. This effort led to an amendment det-claring that "the powers not delegated to the United Stoles
rk In/ the constitution, nor prohibited by it to the States, are
:i- reserved to the States respectively or to the people." If
il- these views he correct, we must resort to the constitution
ry to ascertain the extent of the powers of Congress, never

forgetting that we are limited by the scope of specific
-: grants, and such incidental and implied powers as may be
i- "neqtssary ami proper" to carry the express grants into
i- complete effect.
et Mr. Bkodhkad. How does the gentleman reconcile
e- his views of the constitution with our right to acquire
i- foreign territory ?
id Mr. Bowdon (resuming.) The right to acquire foreign
i- territory has been acquiesced in, ami 1 think properly, by
r- every department of the government.executive, logislai-tive, anil judicial. 1 not only concede this right, without
af regard to precedent, hut will use it as a convincing arguu-tnent against the "restriction doctrine." In the case of
r] the American Insurance Company et al. v. Canter, (1 Pe-
I- ters, .111) the Supreme Court decided that the United

States government, as incidental to the war and treatyesmakimr power, "possesses the right of acquiring tcrritoe,ry." This right is also incidental to the power of "admit*
ling new States into the Union," and in both instances, it

at comes clearly within the rule of construction for which 1
st contend, as illustrated in the acquisition of Florida, and
'° the Louisiana Territory by treaty, and the annexation of

Texas by a joint resolution of the two houses of Conatrress. Hut when territory is thus acquired, the power of
d Congress over it, as 1 will hereafter show, is prescribed

llr and limited by the constitution, and is not the result of
inherent sovereignty. The constitution was designed to

111 operate upon the whole Union, whatever might be its fu'f'ture dimensions; otherwise the rights anil equality of the
old States would be guarantied by a fixed rule, whilst
Congress might dwarfor enlarge the |>ower of the new

e* States at pleasure, thereby substituting the dangerous and
;)" varying discretion of a majority, for the fixed and uniform
le operation of the fundamental law. Such a result was
II- never designed by the founders of the government; it

finds no sanction in the terms of the constitution ; and is
ui war wnn me expressed lnccmton 01 me convention

s" which framed it.
r" To construe proper!)' any grant of power, it is importjant to regard the circumstances under which it was made,
lfi and the object intended to tie effected by it, as well us the
c" words employed. The articles of confederation contained
y no general provision for the admission of new States.
i'1 The article on that subject was specific in its character:

"Ahtici.k xi. Camilla, ding 10 thisi-oafederation,andJI joining in the measures of the United -Suites, stmtl lit- ml-
1<! initted into, and entitled to till the nil vantage" of, this Union;"
le Imt no other colony shall tie admitted into the same, unless
1- such admission he agreed to by nine Stales."
'e In contrasting the powers of Congress under the artitycles of confederation and the new constitution, Mr. Mad-
i- ison says:

"Canada was to lie admitted of right, on her joining in
p- the measuresol the United Slates ; and the other ruloiiiei,
[j. by which wore evidently meant the other flnlidi colonies,
j. at the discretion of nine States. The eventual establish-

tricnt of new State* seems to have been overlooked by thai
compilers ol that instrument. We have seen the ineonveIllienee of this omission, and the assumption of power into

to which Congress litis been led by it. With great propriety,
*s therefore, lias the new system supplied the defect.".Fed.,
* X.. i:t.
°j! How is this defect supplied ? The third section of the
UM fourth article of the constitution provides that "new
J" States may be admitted into this Union.' Under what
yC1 restrictions ? "But," continues the section, "no now State

shall be formed or erected within the jurisdiction of any
re other State nor any State he formed DJ the junction of
r. two or more States, or parts of States, without the con-

sent of the le 'islatures of the Slates concerned, as well
n as of the Congress." The fourth section of the same articleimooses an additional restriction, by requiring the
r_ "United States to guaranty to every State in this Union a

n republican form ot government." Here is a general anilthority, bv the exoreas terms of the constitution, to adnmit new S*"tes, sunject to three specified limitrtions. nei-.
ther of which touches the question of slavery. Can a

y fourth limitation on this general authority be added by
the federal legislature, exercising delegated and not inhe-j
rent powers? And here, both in regard to the general

(j grant nntl its limitations, I invokq the aid of the sound
r> and acknowledged rule of construction, "that as excepi,'.tion st engthens the force of a law in cases not excepted,
t. so enumeration weakens it in cases not enumerated.'

The authority to admit new States is not limited, as

e some stmpove, io territory lying within the original limits
,r of the Union. The language of the grant noes not re-1
,7 quire such a construction, and the history of the conven-

0 tion forbids it. The article in question, as originally re-

II* jwiriru, iiuilliiri/.t-u nrvv m uc rMtii'ii^uru unnm

the limits of the (then) I nitcil Statea." Thee worus (if
limitation were stricken out, leaving a general power to
admit new States without re aril to the territory out of
which they mi";ht be forrneu. (Madison I'ajiers, 1240 L
and l*>v) This view derives great force from other cir-
cumstances. Our Union was originally bounded on the 11
west by the Mississippi river, ana on 'the south by the 11
'list parallel of north latitude. The far-seeing statesmen
of the revolution could not have been ignorant of the
importance of extending our limits to the Gulf of Mexi-

,1 co, and over the great valley of the wait: that securing!
a the navigation of the migaty rivers which contribute

alike to its prosperity and grandeur, and uniting in one
II |»olitical brotherhood! all the inhabitants of that "most

magnificent dwelling-place of man."
It, then, the framersof the constitution anticipated the

|| admission of new States, without limitation as to the ter-

I ritory out of wliich they were to he formed, and desired
I the restriction of slavery within its original limits, why

was the power conferred in the one instance, and with-
held in the other.' There is on express authority to ad-

i mil new States. Is there any such authority to confine
slavery within any given parallels of latitude and longi-
tude? Is the desired restriction "jmr**niry awl proper"
to carry into efTect any enumerated jiower ? Bvery can-

, did mind must give to these questions a negative answer.
Would such a vast |siwcr as that now claimed, have been

,
left to mere implication ? A brief review of the past his-
lory of the country rids the mailer of all doubt. At the
date of the Declaration of Independence, slavery was tol-

I erateil in all the colonics, and continued to exist in most
id of the States when the constitution was formed. Many

of its framcrs were slaveholders, and exercised in the con-
venuon no unimportant influence. I hey never wouia

j have consented to any plan of union, drawing a distince"_lion invidious and degrading to the southern State.*. The
constitution confers on the government no power to abol-

>v ish or restrict domestic slavery, whilst it imposes on the
p's States no prohibition to its establishment. That institulionwas ret;a.r<leil as local in its character, to be estabf,,.lisheil and regulate alone by the municipal law. This

question was raised in the convention, thoroughly disn_cussed, and fully rettlcd. Jurisdiction was conferred on
Congress, in express terms, over the subject of the forrigtiitare trme after the yeni lsos; hut no jmwer wn's given
to prevent the diffusion of dome.itir. ihweri/. And here the

n| maxim applies in full force, ripreino untui,tTcluun nltrroot.A power was given, however, to extend the limits
a. of our Union, and, from this, we may well infer a conTr<tern piated expansion of all its institutions.
nt But we hear much of the compromises of the constitu
:m tion, and an unw illingness to extend them. No extcn
|v «ion is asked or desired. What are these compromises
a' They have no reference to emancipation or the diffusion

of domestic slavery, hut look alone to taxation and representation.These were the questions w hich perplex

ed the convention. The northern delegates, with John
Adams nt their head, argued that slaves were property,
and (should therefore he taxed and not represented; whilst
the south contended for representation without taxation.
A compromise was finally efleeted, by which slaves were

properly regarded as |Kirtukmg of the mixed character of
persons and of properly. In unison with these views,
the third section of the first article of the constitution provides"that representatives and direct taxes shall he
apportioned among the several States which may he includedwithin the Union, according to their respective
numbers, which shall be determined by adding to the
whole number of free persons, including those hound to
service for a term of years, and excluding Indians not
taxed, three-fifths of all other i>ersons," (meaning slaves.)
This provision refers not alone to the States which are,
but also to those which may be, included within the
Union; and therefore is not local in its influence nor

temporary in its duration. Various other clauses of the
constitution directly sustain this idea; ull harmonize and
none conflict with It. If Congress can call upon a State
to relinquish the right to establish slavery as a condition
of admission into the Union, all other State rights may be
expunged in the same manner. It must be recollected,
that many of the provisions of the constitution were the
result of concession and adjustment. All these, if the
argument in regard to slavery be true, may be limitedin their effects to old States, by requiring humiliatingconditions to the admission of new ones. By Compromisethe large and small States are entitled to nn

equal representation in thw Senate. Can any new State
he deprived of this equul senatorial representation as a
condition of admission? No one ever had the hardihood
to contend for such an absurdity. And yet the subject
matter in dispute, nnd not the respective merits of the argument,constitutes the only difference between the restrictionnow so warmly contended for, and that which
finds not a single advocate.
The right of a State to establish or continue the relationof master and slave is reserved ; whilst the right to

equal representation in the Senate is guarantied by the
constitution. But no republican can contend that the
reserved rights of the States, pertaining to their local
affairs, are less sacred than federal rights, secured by the
constitution for federal purposes. If any of these rights
r:m lie iiiv:tilp(l. there 14110 ueenritv for the remainder

Hut the fallacy and absurdity of the restriction doctrinemay be evjiosed by a variety of tests. The second
section of the fourth article ol' the constitution declares,
that "the citizens of each State shall be entitled toall privilegesand immunities of citizens in the several States."
Now, it is an acknowledged right of the citizens of the
original States to establish slavery; and if the same

privilege is wrested from the new States, their contemplatedequality is destroyed. This clause, whilst it
checks the federal government, iimmses no restraint on
the voluntary abolition of slavery by the Suites, but securesfreedom of action to each in regard to its own
municipal regulations. The constitution contains various
prohibitions upon tbe powers of the States. now ask
the gentleman from New York, [Mr. Kino,] if these prohibitionsapply to the new States ?

Mr. Kino. Thev apply toall the States.
Mr. Howdon. Then the guarantees of the constitutionmust have a like o|>eration. The benefit of the latterconstitutes the consideration for submitting to the

former. Hut if Congress may require the surrender of a

reserved right of a State ;is the condition of its admission,then the State may in turn contract for an exemptionfrom the constitutional prohibitions. The rule of
construction and the force of the argument would be the
same in both cases. Thus a State might surrender the
right to impose a direct tax on the personal property of its
citizens, and in lieu thereof acquire the jiower to fay dutieson imports; thereby frustrating the revenue laws of
the general government, and destroying the harmonious
operations of our federal system. A new State must be
admitted into the Union under the fixed rules prescribed
by the constitution. That instrument adjusts the balance
of power between the States and the federal government;
that balance cannot be varied bv legislative restrictions.

r<.iii,n ti,..t
is 1o^ed in other hands.

But it is contended that Congress may or may not, at
their discretion, admit new States, and therefore may
admit on conditions. The premises are correct, but the
conclusion is fallacious. There is a broad and welldefineddistinction between misfeasance and a failure to
act. Congress may obstinately refuse to act, or may reject;but if a State is admitted at nil, it must come into
the Union in conformity with the constitution. The
iK>\ver of Congress is "to admit new Slates," not provincessr dependencies. A Stale, ex vt termini, retains
certain reserved rights, submits to certain prohibitions,
and is entitled to certain guarantees. These rights, prohibitions,and guarantees, are fixed by the fundamental
law, and cannot be varied without its amendment.
The constitution invests Congress with power to lay

and collect taxes, duties, imposts, and excises. Congress
may or may not, at their discretion, exercise this power;
yet it cannot therefore he exercised in a manner different
front that prescribed. "All duties, imposts, and excises
must be uniform throughout the United States." So must
every "State" possess the powers, and be suhje.ct to the
liabilities and disabilities, which that term, in its constitutionalmoaning, imports; otherwise, it is not fi "State,"
possessing a certain and fixed character and regular proportions,hut is the mere creature of Congress, and may
be either a giant or a dwarf, recording to the prevailing
whims of toe moment; and, unlike other misshapen beings,we are told it can never outgrow its deformities.
These views are conclusive against the power of Congress,by direct action, to encumber the reserved rights of

a "State," (not the creature of Congress) with restrictions
rs the condition of its admission.

But the gentleman from Maine [Mr. Hami.in] contends
that, hy a circuitous process, this result may he attained.
With all becoming gravity lie announces the general,
proposition, that the people of a Territory, in their sovereigncrpanti/, may enter into compacts with the general
government that will he binding upon tliein when admittedinto the Union, md that such compacts are irrevocableever afterwards. Prudently declining argument, the
gentleman calls to his phi the power of precedent, forgettin,rthat the constitution is the most potent of nM
precedents. No unwarranted usage can change the
"fixed fact," that the relations of these States towrrd each
other and the federal government are determined and set-
tied by the fundamental law. But the ^precedents relied
on by the gentleman are harmless to his opponents, and
dangerous only to his own cause.
What are these precedents ? The acts for the admitnionof Michigan, Florida, Iowa, and other States of the

Union, "on the express condition that they shall not
interfere with the primary dis|K>sal of the public lands ly-
ing within them, nor lay any tax on the same whilst re-

inaining the property of the United States." These re-

strictions and conditions are expressly authorized by the
Ihird section of the fourth article of the constitution,
which provides that "the Congress shall have power to

dispose of and make all needful rules and regulations respectingthe territory, or other properhj, belonging to the
United States." The Congress may therefore well nn-

pose on the new St; ies all "needful restrictions respectingthe territory or o ter property belonging to the United
States:" hut in the execution of this power, they cannot
to further, nnd make rules and regulations for a Slate, in
regard to ilare* belong ng to tndivilna'i,

f do not contend taut no restriction* whatever can be
imposed oil a State applying for admission ; hut that such
restrictions must cotne within the grants of the constitution.Now, the disposition of the public lands pertains
expressly to Congress; that disposition might be inter-
fereil with, or wholly frustrated, if the States possessed
the power of taxing them before they are sold. It may
ilso lie "needful" and proper to exempt them from t ixa-
lion for a limited period after a sale. Con sires*, therefore,in requiring lugreemeitts as to the public lands, acts
within the pale of its delegated powers, and therefore
Joes not t'erch upon the residuary and inviolable light*
if the States. These returned rights cannot be transferredto the federal government, nor extinguished by an

unauthorized compact. n

I have dwelt thus long in tracing the relation of tin1
States to the federal government, because on that relationdepends, in a great degree, the duties of Congress towardsthe Territories These are hut States in infancy,
advancing to a condition of manhood. The constitution
clearly contemplates, in the acquisition anil possession of
territory, not distant provinces tilled with dependent subjects,hiit "new States," resembling in form and rivalling
in equality their elder sisters. With this great object in

view, and with a written ciiart as our guide, the pith of
duty is plain. Cast nside that written chart, and all is
confusion ; the will of the majority becomes the measure
of the rights of the minority.a vast labyrinth of power*
ojiens before us, the extent of which no man can estimate.That labyrinth we are now about to enter, undei

l>rospects more gloomy than any Jiat hitherto lowered uponour country. When or liow w'e shall escape from it,
if the fatal step be taken, isa problem to be solved by the
fearful future. The propisition is distinctly announced
that the whole force of this government is to be exerted
hereafter to disjmrage the institutions of the south. The
preliminary movement in this grand scheme of ag

gression, is the modest assumption of supreme and
sovereign control, on the part of the federal government,over our present possessions and future territo-

rial acquisitions. Into these regions, whatever be
extent, and however obtained, slaveholders with thei
|>ert> are never to enter. When these footholds aregit requi not the spirit of prophecy to foretell the
step in nis onward march to revolution. Fanaticismthen lead the crusade and become the ruling deity chour, subordinating, as it always does, the propricmeans to the accomplishment of ends. I would not
lingiy darken the perspective with imaginary evilsgladfy would I banish, if it were possible, these s<

forebodings. Hut it is not the utrt of wisdom to bi
mindful of the sad realities of the present, nor to cloi
eye to the ill-boding shadows of coining events. Hi
fore the anti-slavery agitation has been the work «f
tion ; now it is the organized movement of a great sc
of the I'nion. The plan of operations, foreshadow
the bill of the gentleman from New York, [Mr. k
was distinctly' described in bis written speech whirllowed it. That speech found its way into this Houthe unpretending shape of a "personal explanation.'it carried with it all the ear-marks of deliberatiot
preconcert. Whilst the gentleman was r hearsing i
foreground, I saw, or thought saw, behind the seem
hand of a master-prompter, and wiw ready to exclair
the language of Holy Writ, " the voice is Jacob's r
but the hands are the hands of Ksau." Some of tin
dercurront* in this movement may be checked,
stirrer of the storm is not always the rider of the wi

The: utlemun from New York does not conteiu
C©ngt<-wVan impose u|K»n a Territory the inhibit!
slavery as the condition of its admission to the rank
State but claims for the government complete an
prenie control up to that period. Why this distinc
It is one of recent origin, and would seem to be mani
tureil to su't the occasion. In most of our territ
possessions, slavery has no existence. If, there
these vast unsettled regions may, by legislative at
be (Kipuluted bv persons owning no slaves, anil opj
to the system, the object of the restrictionists isaecom|
ed. Hut when Missouri, settled by slaveholders, apfor admission into the Union, jurisdiction was cla
over tiie State as well as the Territory. The objt
view seems to mould the doctrine of the north or
subject. In 1S03, they maintained that the constiti
did not authorize the acuunation of Louisiana. But
the same section cries aloud for more territory, and
covers no impediment to extending "free labor anil
institutions" over half Mexico. And over this va:

ginn, when acquired, it is contended, that the fe
government is sovereign, and in virtue of this sovert
ty mav determine what is the subject-matter of propn'tii{ thnrr.hvr Jnriiln fhn /iliuHmfni- *Kc» n

lation and the future form of State government, h
in all sinceriy I ask, what is the practical diflerenci
tween rcijumiigithe people of a Territory to form a
stitutiou prohibiting slavery, and in excluding from
those who will not voluntarily do so 1 It is the d,
once between direction and indirection.between mi
ness and evasion. On the rights of citizens in the si
holding States, and on the balance of power in theUi
the etiect is i\- fact, and by design, precisely the si
I therefore denounce such legislation as contrary t(
spirit and intent of the constitution, and derogatory tc
equal rights of the citizens of this republic.But wheiK'e is derived this overshadowing pov
Unfortunately its advocates disagree among themselvi
to the source from whence it emanates. The gentle
from Maine [Mr. Hami.in] fortifies himself behind li
lative precedents and supposed decisions of the Supi
Court. I h*ve already shown that the restrictions
posed upon lew States in reference to navigable ri
and taxing tie public lands, are based upon the nrov
of the constitution authorizing Congress to 'miakc
needful rules and regulations respecting the territory
other property belonging to the United States."
other supposed precedent is the celebrated ordinance
17S7, for the government of the territory northwe
the Ohio river, which it is said the Supreme Court
pronounced unchangeable. If that ordinance beirrcv
hie, it ought never to he extended over another terri
Unc/iangeoble regulations are not congenial with
constitutional doctrines of America. Not only the di
ration of independence, but the constitutions of all
every State in the Union declare, that government
rives its just powers from the consent of the goven
that the neoule mav reform, alter, or totallu cTtanec
same when their protection and happiness requir
The restriction argument derives no aid from these
dameatal doctrines, nor from the decision of the Supi
Court ot the United States in the case of Menard vs.

pasia, (.1 reters, fil.t.) Certainly this case does not
petuate the ordinance; and if it were effectual and
rative over the Territory, before it was divided and f<
ed into States, the precedent is unavailing for obv
reasons. That ordinance was not a legislative act, i
the bill excluding slavery from Oregon. It was in
nature of a "compact between the original States,
the people and States of the Northwest Territory."
oiidly, it was passed by the old Congress under the
cles ot Confederation, in 1787, and not by virtue of
general power contained in the present constitution, w
was formed in 17811. Thirdly, the validity of this <

nance was generally doubted, and by many denied ;
in consequence of these doubts, the first clause ol
sixth article of the constitution was adopted, validr
pre-existing contracts and engagements, only so fa
they were valid under the articles of confederation,
cause that rests on such precedents must indeed be
and tottering.

1 will now examine thejiosilion of the gentlemanIllinois, [Mr. McCi.krnani).] For the ability and lil
sentiments of that gentleman, no on,1 entertains a hi
respect than I do. Coinc:ding generally with his pr
cal views, I regret to differ with him on the abstract q
tion of power. understand him to maintain that th
parity to acquire territory is incidental to every gov
went ; that in our system, the Stales do not possess
power ; and, tmv.ki'.vore, it belongs to thefederal got
men/; that the power to govern j.v involved in the pi
to acyuire; and that, in virtue of the power to gat
Congress niai/ prescribe tint shavery shall or shall not
est hi the territories.

I know not by what authority it can he asserted tha
governments possess any one power or class of pov
I had supposed that the [lowers of every government
ried according to its form and structure. But to nai
the issue, will concede that our government posses?
delegated Inot an in 'tercnt) [tower to acquire terrii
and yet, with this concession, 1 lioldlv controvert the
tleiii.tn's conclusion. I still deny that Congress may ex c

the slave property of the south, or the stock and in
merits of trade and husbandry of the north, from terri
acquired by, and "belonging to, the United States."
not the precise issue be mistaken it relates to the ex
not the existence, of federal authority to make Territi
regulations. Now, the issue inust be determined a

by the constitution, as this government can exercise
but delegated powers.the res'duary ma .s of |Ki\vers
prohibited to the States, remaining with the State;
.qiective'y, or with the |>eople. This restriction is
pressly imposed by the tenth article of the ante ldmen
the constitution, and constitutes tny shield of defence
weapon of attack. To prevent misunderstanding,
peat that delegated powers include not only expressgt
of the constitution, but all such implied and incid*
IKiwers as may be "necessary and proper" to give to
express grants complete ellect. Now, does the cons
tion confer an express authority to establish terriiorir
provincial governments ? No such general power i
ever was, designed to be granted. Not onlv the langi
or ine constitution, imit uic niswry 01 ine convei

which framed it, fortifies this conclusion. By refer
lo that history, it will he found that "Mr. Madison
initted, in order to he referred to the Committee of I),
tha following powers, as proper to be added to tho
the general legislature, to wit:
"To ilisptoe of the unappropriated lands of the Ui

States.
"To institute temporary governments tor new S

irising therein."
Mr. Madison's propositions were rejected. The c

rnittee reported in lieu thereof, and the convention a

the third ruction of the fourth article of the cons
lion, giving "Congress the power to dispose of and ri
ill needful rules and regulations respecting the terr
or other prope'ty belonging to the United States.".At
10n Pupf.ru, pp. I.'lai, ris, lCii>-'21.

All (towers incidental to this clause of the constiti
Congress may well exercise; but this provision r

primarily to territory as property, and is operativi
only oyer territorial lands, but over the unappropr
lands in the States.
Mr. McCi.krnand. Whence does tho gcntlrmai

rive the power to establish territorial governments?
MP. Bow no n. So far as that power exists, it is de

from the clause just quoted; anil the last clause 01
eighth section of the first article of the c institution
thorizing Congress "to make nil law- which shall hi
cessary and pro|ier to carry into etrect nil the (in
granted to Congress or vested by the constitution ii
government of the United Suites, or in any dejartme
officer thereof."
Mr. McClkrnand, again interposing, said the doc

contended for could not he true, as it elevated the
dent above the principal.that n sjiecific "power to
|iose of and make all needful rules and regulation
sporting the territory," ai property, could not con

general authority of government.

1.

their Mr. Bpwdon. That general and unlimited authority ) as
r pro- to govern is just what 1 controvert. The convention re- Tl
ained fused to confer any such general, undefined, and unliniit- rul
next ed powers, and in lieu thereof iniule the grant respecting the

1 will the territory and other property belonging to the United
if the States, as f have before shown. The convention could gu
ty of' not have forgotten that the revolution was the immediate inn
wil- result of the claim of power, on the part of Parliament," del

, and to hind the colonies in all cases whatsoever".a nower wi
mhre not more stupendous or more odious, than would be the
s un- unlimited power of Congress to legislate for the Territo- lis
se the ries. #er
ireto- Gentlemen seem to think there is no middle ground 4'-c

a fac-1 between limited constitutional power and the reach of I'"1
ction undefined despotism, the very essence of which would be
eil ill a right to make any and all laws for the unrepresented1MU,] inhabitants of the Territories. To avoid this result, I
:i fql- would subordinate the jurisdiction of Congress to the exsein press grant to make all "needful rules anil regulations re- emBut suecting the territory and other property belonging to the wu
i and United States." In addition to this, the express prohihi- V|,f

ii the tio.is of the constitution can never he disregarded in am
?, the action of the government. Subiect to these limitations, J1,'^n, in the |iower of Congress over the Territories would he am- |'oice, pie for all useful purposes, and extend unite as far a.-.
p un- would be consistent with republican principles. In illusThetration of this view, it is "needful" to sell the public lands; A li
ml. hut lands cannot be sold without purchasers; sales can- « "
ltliat not be made, unless buyers are protected in their rights thn
on of of person and property; to protect these, laws are necesofa sary. These functions Congress nCit oiihj mm/, Irut ought j^,1d sn- to, discharge. But to do so, it is not nertlful to suppress } ,<

tjon? the freedom of speech; to interdict marriage; to suspend u|,ufac- the privileges of the writ of habeas corpus; to pass a bill Veuorial of attainder, or grant titles of nobility.all of which onefore, could bedone, if the powers of Congress over the Territo- «*"
tion, ries are undefined and supreme, or, as the gentleman fromtosed Iudialta [Mr. I'kttit] contends, sovereign. Vet no one J'°"dish- of these high functions of sovereignty can lie exercised,plied if the jwwers of Congress are derived from the constitu- ,mimed tion. loll(ict in Cannot lands he sold, and the purchasers, protected in eouthis all their rights, without excluding slaves from the ter- a in
ltion ritories? l'he experience of the country requires every
now one to give to this question an affirmative answer. But l1"'
dis- Congress may, in virtue of the express grant to which I
fife have alluded, reserve the primary disposal of the publicst rc- lands; and prevent the inhabitants from forming alii- jm.,deral ancea with foreign nations. Subject to the prohibitions;ign- contained in the constitution, the. territorial legislature it,;
criy, sltoulil be authorized to regulate and control all matters j>liv<
opu- of mere local concern. And such has been the course " '
low, of the government in regard to all the Territories, ex- mi1
3 be- r&nt those embraced in the ordinance of 1787, and the
con- Missouri compromise act. The idea that Congress, byit all anticipativeaction, should form the character and controlilFer- the domestic relations of the people of the Territories, is a 'Jiinli- remnant of the despotism of past ages, and revives in full i)artave- force the doctrine that the will of a few should be para- tjia|lion, mount to the wishes of a community. 1 must be pardon- C()Murne. ed for liclievihg that the moral responsibility of politi- (]jc,} the cians for |>ermitting entire, communities to regulate their
) the domestic aflairs has been, in this debate, somewhat over- wj(|rated. The sins of this description will be easily atoned (,onrer .' for, when those of an opposite character shall have been .ll(ees as |>ardoned. * '

^man The argument of the gentleman from Illinois [Mr.fgis- McCi.krnand] involves the huge error that the right of
reme Congress to regulate or abolish slavery in the Territories t|ir(tm- is plenary, because that right does not belong to the sevc jvers nil States. There are many powers pertaining to sover-

'

-jision eignty which, under our federative system, can neither he
all exercised by Congress or the States. Such jiowers, byand the loth article of amendment to the constitution, are ex-

(.ljnThe presslv reserved to the "people," and belong to the peo- jta3 of pic of"the Territories, not less than to the people of the
st of states. Residuary powers are unknown to our federal nf^uhnvc government. This (Kirtition of powers between the fed- a t
oca- eral government and the people of the Territories, ac-

'

jtory.' cords with the limited and cautious grant of the
the constitution and the j^reat principles of republican-

mm. ji in ciiw wmiHciiucii uy no |)mciiu<ii uperauon, as
most exemplified iii the history of the territorial governmentsde- of Florida, Arkansas, and Mississippi; in the organi/.a- Jiieil ; tion of which, Congress exercised only the powers which irlethe my argument concedes. In thus deriving the powers of ^iUa
e it. Congress from the express grant, to make all needful ?
fun- rules and regulations respecting the territory belonging to
reine the United States, I am sustained by the concurring testi- ersAs-rnony of a host of distinguished statesmen. I mav also ?r,
per- invoke the authority of our most eminent jurists and com- I"',
ope- mentators, of the hroad-construction scnoo], including s

arm- Marshall, Kent, Storv, and Sergeant, who are inclined to VJ
ious refer the authority ot Congress over the Territories, to
is is the same clause of the constitution on which I rely. The
the argument, that the right to acquire territory creates the jTe!and necessity to govern, is fully met by the fact that the conSec-stitution has pointed out the mode and manner of govern- J"0?arti- ment. Power cannot he implied against, nor to extend n"
any an express provision; the rule of construction being, thathicli "enumeration weakens a power in cases not cnunierated. '

jrdi- Hut it may further he objected, that my position, if true, '

and, would confer on the general government jurisdiction in re

f the the States. So it does, in reference to the mode and
iting manner of selling the public lands; but it is not " need- *

ir as fnl" that the federal authority should be exerted for the stitlA protection of life and property. These ends are amply ...frail secured by the Stnte governments. sect
If, however, the gentleman from Illinois be correcl in It

from deriving the power to govern, from the right to acquire, the
H'ral territory, that power would not be unlimited, or reach to ««

gher the extent sutiposed. The powers of the federal govern- out,acti- ment cannot De determined by any isolated provision of ovei
ties- the constitution, hut must be limited and controlled by
t co- the joint force of all its parts. When the various provisern-ions of tliat instrument are compared and examined, the
this absence of the power in question will be manifest.

'era- The second section of the first article apportions repre- innv
iwer sentatives and direct taxes among the several States on ri;ta
'em, the basis of population, estimating slaves on the three- Mr/'
'ex- fifths principle. It also requires an emumeration to he "1

made within every ten years. This clause is the basis of not'
it all political power in the Union, and the measure of direct ^,nl'era. taxes. This basis cannot he affected by the direct action jj'*'I va' of Congress, nor should it be indirectly, by confining
rrow population to any specific area. It is prospective in its ilre
l(,s a character, and applies to the new as well e.s the old win
lory. States. Confine it to the latter, and there is no authority .lb
Sea" in the constitution to take the census in the new States. A
'"de and no power to impose direct taxes u|K>n them. The ninth snec
)P'e- r.ection of the same article provides that " no capitut.on dist
dory .ther direct tax s/i ill l/c hint, unless ui proi>ortiiin to the grotUet census or enuineiattan hereinbefore directed lu he taken." the
tent, it jM thus demonstrable, that the clause in reference o thei
orial representatives and direct taxes embraces all tlie Stat*s. trea
lone if this be true, is it not reasonable to suppose that the wot
tone fram ers of the constitution anticipated an expansion of fron
not ()lc slave States with the growth and settlement of the tnin

* country t not
ex- This conclusion becomes irresistible, when we reflect, sain

ts t" that, without this expansion, the slave-holding State If
ani' must necessarily lose their relative strength and influence Slat
re" in the Senate. For whilst it is true, taat federal nutn- |«.'llttls iters are not represented in the Senate, it is equally true, com

;n,a' that the character of the population of a State determines vijlisuch ||R. feelings and action ol her senators. This conviction, o t
titu- j fear, now hurries on those who are pretending to light equL' or under the banner inscribed, " freedom to the world." ilie helc

or day will come, when those who are now blind will see. mot
iiage 'j'fie time is not far distant, when the mask of philanthro- Is tl
ition |>y will be thrown aside, and the purposes of politicians clus
ence distinctly proclaimed. Thr

I will now present the subject in a different aspect, lion
j Congress may impose a direct tax on the Territories; but
" it must lie in "proportion to t He census directeu to n< uiti

taken by the constitution." (.1 W.icutori* Report, -117.) ceit
iitcil The three-fifth* principle, as to ilirect taxes, prevails as ma?

lutes we" terntorif»« as in the States. Now, is it not fals
manifest, that if the relation of master and slave be di.v itv
solved, these slaves become "free persons,' and the phil
irliole number, instead of //mr-b/f/pe, must be counted in nan

it it ii* t'"" ''I'imrtioninelil of taxes' Ine rule of apportionment hnr

i.,k ',v"' constitution would thus he superseded by the brct
itnrv **-Ct of uN|M){ the taxes upon the territories would he unp

increased two tilths, s > far as the s'aves were concerned, jer,
whilst the ability to pay would be diminished. whi

itjon This view is conclusive a 'a'nst the power of Congress J
efei's 10 nboli h slavery in the Territories where it may exist. nl

, Hut it may be renlicd, that the force of this rer .oning can ''le,
uited avoided, by nee taring, in advance, that slaves sha'l wo'

not he carried there. It is obvious, howevc, that Con- '^c
1 (|c. gress cannot exercise this power. Slaves are either jirop- him

erty or jiersons, or nartnke of a mixed character If the\ to ''

rived :ire persons, the right of locomotion cannot he denied !a£(
thP them. If they partake of the mixed character of persons IS'"

and property, as Mr. Madison says, then it is evident that vv''

» ip. Congress cannot prohibit their removal to a Territory; rt'?'
wer out must act, if at all, directly on the relation of master '

( the and slave. The power to regulate domestic commerce

.t or confers no jurisdiction in regard to domestic slavery ; ; > pro
was adjudged by the Supreme Court of the United States 'h*"

trine in the case of Groves el al. m. Slaughter. (1"> PeUrt. !)l<>

inci- fl0a ) The correctness of this decision is placed beyond oua

,|js- doubt by the ninth section of the tirst article of the con- 11 m

s re- slitution, which recognises the right of Congress to pro- <jv«
fpr H lubit the introduction of slaves, from abroad, into an> l,pB

|»ortion of our territory, except in such of the old Stales J0|i

thouirlit proper to admit them prior to the year IStiS.lis affirmation of power as to foreign slavtx, by every!e of construction, implies a negation of authority in
case of domestic slavery.This construction is not only demanded by the butageof the constitution, but it is vouched for by a leail;member of thd convention which framed it. In the

:iate of s-20 oil the "M isaouri question," Charles CotesirthPinckney thus s|ioke:
'Tlie supporter* of tin- amendment contend(but Craigies*
ve the right to insist on tlie prevention of involuutary
vitinle in Missouri, ami found iliui right on the ninth
tiou of 111»* flr-t article, whicli says, 'ilie migration orlinrtnlionol sanli person- is the States now existing maynk proper to tiilniit, -hull not lie prohibited by the Cori--prior to tin- \ riir IStH ; but a tax or <latv amy Is-itn'((Ion Mieli i1111h 11 miioii not exceeding ten dollars.'
'In considering this article, I will detail, us tiir as at tins
lanl period is p.is iblc, what was the intention ol' the
ivciiiion that Idrnii'd the constitution. The iiiteation
s to give lo Congress a power, alter the year 1808, to preilthe importation of slaves, either by land or water,
ri other eoinilries. The word, import, includes both,
applies wholly to slaves. Without this limitation,

lgn-ss might have stopjicd it sooner, under their general
ver to regulate ennillieree, and it was an agreed point, a

unity understood compact, that, on the southern State*
isealing to shot theii ports against the ioi imitation of
ieau», no power was to bo delegated to Congress, nor
e thai ever tn be authorized to touch thr i/uettion of slavery;
t rbe property ol the In-rii States in slaves was to lie
sacredly preserved and protected to thrni, as that oflnad
«ny other kind of properly in the eastern States was to
to their citizens.
The term, or word, migration, applies wholly to free
ites ; in iLsjoastitalionnl sense, as intended by the coupon,il means a "voluntary rliaiige of tervitwU" from
country to uimther. The reasons of its being adoptedused hi the constitution, as far us lean recollect, were

se, that the eoustltutiuu being a frame of government,sisting wholly of delegated powers, all power not express'rlegatnl,being reserved to the people of the Stoles, it was
posed thai without some express grant to them of power
lie subject, Congees* would not be authorized ever to
h the question of migration hither, or emigration to this
ntry, however pressing or urgent tlie necessity for such
icasiire might he ; tliut they could derive 110 such power
n the usages of nations, or even the laws of War; that
latter would only enable them to make prisoners of alien
mios, which would not be sufficient, as spies or other
igorons emigrants, who wore not alien enemies, might
r the country' tiir treasonable purposes, and do great int; that, as all governments possessed this power, it WHS
essary to give it to our own, which could alone exercise
mil where, nil oilier and much greater points, we had
ed unlimited confidence; it was therefore agreed that,
he same article, the word migration should lie placed; 1
that, fnm the year 1808, Congress should possess the r

lplete power to stop either or both, as they might sup-
*

e the public interest required. The article, therefore, i* llv
rgutioe pregnant, restraining for twenty years, nnd givtliopower afterwards."
a the same speech, Mr. Pinckney says that Congress
no more power to abolish slavery in the Territories

i in the States. Over this subject the frainsrs of the
stitution did not design to give to Congress any jurisionwhatsoever, except in regard to tne foreign slave
;c. If the constitution is not explicit on this subject,
i:n taken in connexion with the proceedings of the
vention and our past history, then it is utterly vain to
nipt restrictions on jxtrchment.
l addition to the limitations upon the government, each
;e, by the terms of the constitution, has entered into a
:mn cuni[iaci 01 non-inierierence anu amuy; mus

rwing around the rights of slave-holders all the guards
restrictions of which human foresight was capable.'he 'id section of the 3d article provides that "No per[meaninga slave] held to service or labor in one State,

ler the laws thereof, escaping into another, shall, in !
sequence of any law or regulation therein, he disrgedfrom such service or labor, but shall be delivered
'm claim of the Party to whom such service or labor
/ be due." If a horse strav from one State to another,
be unlawfully detained, his owner must resort to an
on at law for his recovery; but if a slave escape, he
be regained by a summary process. In the face of

«: facts, are we to be told that slaves are not regarded
property, and that the rights of the slave-holding
les, instead of being protected in good faith, are to be
object of unceasing assault ? Shall that institution,
rded by the framers of the constitution with eveg/
ck which a solemn compact can impose, be singled
for s|>ecial attack ? Shall the Union which our fathestablishedhe transformed to suit the varying wishes
nterests of a heedless majority? If so, the time has
jed arrived when the south should cease to repose in
e security, and awaken to the dangers which surndher. i
very one who has read the constitution and the his
of the country knows, that domestic slaves (and 1

ik of them only) partake of the character of property :
master has a right to their services and labor, anil
gress cannot divest this right, except "for public use,
upon paying a just compensation." These are not J
sentiments 01 tne soutn atone. in lormer nay* iney t
t> promulgated by candid and enlightened jurists of ;
free States. On this subject Chief Justice Tilghman
arks:
iVhatover may bo our private opinions on the subject
lavery, it is well known tbnt our southern brethren
ild not have consented to have become pnrties to a conmonunder which the United States have enioyed so
ill prosperity, unless their property in slaves had been
ireu.".!5 Strg. and Rawle, (it.
t reviewing the same subject, Judge Baldwin held
following emphatic language:
Tile ownership [of the slave] being thus clearly made
lie must be deemed to be the property of [the master,]which he has the same controf as over his land or his
I*." » * * * * *

Hie law of the land recognises the right of one man
iold another in bondage, and that right must be proid."* * * * * * *

Is a eonseipienee of this right of property, ill s own* r

keep possession of his slave, [f he abscond, he may
ke him, by pursuit into another State.".1 B ildwin t
ort1,57/. ' ifi |hook at the first article, and you will see that slaves are

inly property us chattels, but political property, which
ers the highest and most sacred political rights of the
cs, on the inviolability of which, the very existence of
government depends." * * **

1 litis you see that the iinindntions of the government
laid and rest on the rig/i/s of property in slaves: the
ile structure must fall by disturbing the corner-stone."
id, 59J-'7. *

rc the uolitical rights of the slaveholdin^ States re
ted,w.ien the government assumes to locate and

rilnite (he sources of their strength ? Suppose Conis,to aggrandize the south, should should precludeinhabitants of the free States from removing with
r property to regions acquired by the joint blood and
sure of the nation. kvery freeman of the north
ild buckle on his armor, and, gathering fresh courage
ii the recollections of the past, wage a war of exterationagainst his oppressors, ff the majority should
thus be proscribed, by what political morality is the
e injustice to he visited upon the minority ?
utthis odious distinction affects individuals as well as
es. Is the right of the owner protected when he is com
eJ to abandon his slaves, in order to remove to the
imon domain of the Union ? Surely no such inousdiscrimination was contemplated Dy the framers
he constitution. It is at war with every principle of
ality and fairness. To whom does the public domain
ing ? To the United States. Congress is the comiagent of all the partners to administer a great trust
his high duty performed by appropriating to the ex(iveuse of a )iart, that which is guarantied to all '

-spontaneous feelings of the heart rise up in rebelagainstsuch an onen disregard of justice?
f hat excuse is rendered for this giant stride to undedempire? As usual, despotism veils itself in defulrobes, and conceals its ultimate object under the
ik of preventing the extension of slavery! No such
e issue can h:» made. The question is as to the localam!condition of those who are already slaves True
anthropy would diffuse, not congregate them into a

row compass, or make them fixtures to the soil. More
rihle still is the purpose.scarcely disguised.of
iking lite fetters of the slave by rendering his labor
irontable, and thus substituting, for peaceful subjeeion,a bloody contest of rival races, the horrors of
irh, even in the distance, cause the patriot to |shudder.
his wholesale proscription ol a large section of the
on will never he tolerated, until the degeneracy of
south shall invite the chains which reckless power
tld rivet ii|win her limbs. Distant.for distant.he
day when any portion of the American tieople will
lelv yield to undisguised despotism. This daring move

mnish a respectable minority from the common heri*of the nation, outrages every principle of repuhlican,and finds no parallel in our history, save in a drama (

icli led our lathers to a successnu and ever-glorious (
stance of British tyranny.
'his government was formed to protect the rights of . I

Its blessings and burdens should be mutual. In the
secution of the war in which we are how engaged, Isouth has willingly tendered her treasure and the j
oil of her noble sons. Now, as heretofore, she gloriilvrallies around the national flag, rejoices in its tripns,and mourns its disasters. When the contest is
;r, and victory won, she will demand, not the badge of
;radation. but an equal participation in the fruits of a
at struggle. *, ( | i;i <
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